Gallager, John F. , lepositian of 3/28/77 

For future use it might be worthwhile to count the number of times he does not remember 
in that most everyday of occurrences , his part in the investigation of the assassina- 
tion of a ^resident. Gallagher's la one of the more perfected non-memories. However, 
because - based on a reading of the first 70 pages - he is so explicit in claiming not 
to reoall I believe his explicitness when he says he does recall makgs what he claims 
to recall more certain. Some of these will be useful in questioning 11 ty on compl ian ce 
and an bis searches. 

16. Qfoux would tnaira a rep.rt of your microscopic examination? 

A. I would make a report in whether or not I deemed that to be a bullet hole. 

36a A "...I conduct tests to see whether these metal fragments match in composition 
or do not. If they match, X report that. If they don't, I report that. I have to put it 
out as it comes out of the instruments as interpreted by me." 

(I have Included the "as interpreted by me" because this makes a report more important.) 

41-3 On elements showing in sp ctro, NAA and existence or non-existence of tests. 

Absent seme instruction not to perform a test he would have tested all. Ve have none 
along the tin* Aebersold recommended and no explanation of its abaenoe. 

46 Re JFK's clothing* "It has been 14 years since 1*325 m reports 



54 Re JFK's clothingi"If the examination was mads, there would be a report." (This bad 
to do with the detecting of oopper on the back of the shirt on spsotro but none on 
the shirt collar or tie.) 

56-64 Here he means somethin/ sftse by "pristine bullet." The fact Is there was a spectro 
on the entire bullet found in the weapon, not an NAA. We have not been given the 
reports on hie "homework" or his Standard or a report on the comparisons in terms 
of the deviations, not that I can recall. I'd ask Kilty about them. 

63 On all the HAAs and his subsdttidg a report, "I submitted it to the files.” Ask 
Kilty to select thin one from what he gave us. 

64 One difference between u sk Ridge and Gulf Atomic is that ®ult Atomio was making a 
specialty of criminalistics uses of SAAs. There is nothing to show Oak Ridge had. 

67 He suggests the only reason for keeping NAAs secret was that they not get out 
before they "got some data.” They hove been kept secret, period. They are not 
in the report and we hardly have "results" or "reports". 

69- Begin, ing with our b 3 tone. On 70 he says the results of the spectro could not be 

'4 improved an by Nils. He has already testified that a sample of .5bbx .5mm is ade- 
quate for NAA testing. This "smear" was 3/4" by 1" and spectro turned up only 2 
elements of the 12 he said were present. How could this "Hot be improved on" with NAA? 
71. On Q15 he had same results, no results. That material was not provided. He ala* 
says he made a report saying the sample wam't adequate. We don t have that. But on 
72 he says there was no report on Q-15. A r the bottom of 73 end^the top of 74 he 
saya he made no report on what tbs Nils showed. Who oan believe it? 

74 He says £ spectro rnre port went out "within two weeks." This was prior to tbs 
completion of tbs tests, prior to the obtaining of the curbs tone. 

74 bottom. Ha says the probable raaaon for not testing the front-seat oopper fragment 
is "I tMnir oopper has the same problem of hiding elements as does sodium." Hoover 
be did Nil on tbs other front-seat fragment, of both Jacket and core* There was no 
such "problem" with that. In falling to test the copper-only sample he avoided 
comparing the two for oemmon origin. Moreover, you have a govemmont- paid-for 
study by Quinn showing how definitive the jacket-testing by NAA is. This is to 
say that the res should have been such a test and such reports. Or else? 
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Beginning at the bottoa of 74 ha plays indecent games with you on "copper," your 

ootnmoti reference to the Jacket material to refer to the pure element only. The if not 
In questioning *11 ty then for later purposes lands i.salf to effective fcse, in part 
because it is evasive. In part because it la misleading n»v< he is an expert «nd in part 
because it ia A ao utterly Win indecent. You would never know that investigating the 
ki l lin g of a resident was a serious zatter to him or the FBI from this. His last crack 
on 75 is a good illustration, "if I thought sanebody would be interested in that." 

1 81 "Every teat we thought was possible waa done - - not pooaibla,but practical." Then 

why do we not have results on the comparisons he has Just been asked about? If the 
wfU'k was for a Presidential ^o rani s a lon why was it given only partial conclusions? 

This also ia in the context of the failure to oampare Q2 and <£ by HAA. This was 
"possible" as well as "probable" sad in evidentiary t -mob essential. 

83 Bottom* In talking about his cards ho calls ticklers ho refers to kespdLng them only 
Inn* enough to "check the report and make aure the dates are right, and so forth*" 

Do we have any such of hi3 reports, whatever he means by a report? 

84 He gives no answer on * raster's #fonnal report of the entire oiamination* n -J , d let 

I *ilty have something to say on this and his searching for it, whatever he 3 ay 3 , 

for the record and under oath again* Instead of ^ retreating into defective memory 
again on 86 Gallagher seeks to argue that what razier waa testifying to long after 
11/23/63 la what he wrote an that date as the "entire” and the "formal" report* 

Nobody will believe it but it ia what ^racier and *11 ty told us in the first oonfereno e 
after we filed the request* 

87 "A copy of the report goes someplaoe so it oan be recovered if someone wants it 
for testimony." This means outs of the lab* Did Kilty check anywhere else? 



89 Gallagher's lying to the KKDA so EHDA will lie ( to us in response to an FQIA 

request is reflected in his words, "This doesn't strika me as being of paramount 
significance." What is more significant in FOIA and relating to his and FBI attitudes? 

90- On what ia missing, he says beginning at the bootom that the questions about Q-3 
"waa labored for quite a while," hardly a way of impartial reference to missing 
e porta, but he did make NAA Q-3 tests# I find no reference to it ia any of the 
Gallagher exhibits and do not know what he was referring to* I do recall that at this 
point Ryan or Mschkella handed him some records* But ho it was tested an 91 , 

that because of the background the test was worthless and then seems surprised that 
we were told under oath that it had not been tested* Of oouree I askad for all 
testa results, not those he liked or didn't like* There ia no record we have relating 
to the alleged uselessness of Q-3 under NAA (and I do not for a minute believe it 
when this was not true of Q-2, allegedly part of the same bullet) *92. I do not 
believe it is possible for the absence of the time in reactor sheet be explained 
by "This is probably an oversight on my part, evidently*" I woulu^thia this would 
be the beginning, before he has anything else to record. I f d ask Kilty. About this 
and hie searches for the re silts and reports and whether he conducted any further 
searches since Gallagher was deposed •* if Ryan or HoecheUa or anyone else aairr*j 
him to* Also on 92 he suggests that t 0 data on Q-3 were thrown away. BvidentAnee 
i n a ^residential assassination thrown away by the FBI? Is if not than as reasonable 
ana explanation to wonder if this was thrown away because it waa opposite the of- 
ficial explanation of the crime beginning by the FBI *93, his arrogance on this is 1 x»» 

credible. There was a ^residential Commission for which he did soma testing and they 
did not have to know, nobody in the world had to know, and if he dropped dead nobody 
would know* I think you can have some fun with the end product of tobacco chewing* 

100 




He says his intentions were that all be "as clear as p a— ■ f U ft# I could make it so 
there would be no hemming and hawing about it 1C years later* * They why ia there, 
why arc there no reports to eliminate these questions jad where are his that he 
intended to do this? He did not do this work for himself, to keep in his own wind only* 
This is hardly the intent of his conclusory language in the Jevoio-Conrad memo. 



IHiiiWSM 










■3 



which avpids the essential question, were the fragments from any other source, and 
states the tests as to determine ■*■**■■ "from whioh of the larger bullet fragaeota 
any small lead fra^aents may have come. I doubt this was the evidentiary need under 
any circumstances. There was a need to know whether any fragment could have come 
from any other source and thir is not addressed. That is not the way to end hnm.iH n g 

and hawing but to cause it, as it may explain the absence of reporta. (Quote from 

memo on 98) 

This la oarried on in questioning about "standard deviation" beginning of 101. 
puts it ±§ terms of throwing out and eliminating but that a gnim is not the real 
uastlon. It should have been put the other way* did these results raise questions of 
other possible sources? Nor the elimination of the one he had. If those questions 

were raised by the results* where are the tests and reports? lad perhaps what he 

did not address can be addressed from the ohart he used, first at 9$ interval and 
than at 99& The lowest figure on the deviation for Q1 is 8 638 and 597. For Q2 it 
is 488 and 446. Can 486 be the same as 638? 446 as 597? With Q4 q nd qj the 

figures at the lower end are 507 and458. Can they be the same as the lower figures of 
638 and 5977 It works out the same way on the upper and, with Q1 seeming to be 
appreciably higher than 02 and Q4 and Q5. Where you tried to get into this on 105 
he evaded, saying others of expertise "would come to tje same judgement.# What judge- 
ment it be^talklng about? The wrong postulation in the Jevona-C oared memo, not yow 
question, e made no "judgement" about your question. I would go into all of 
with the expert kilty to get it all dearly in the record. 

106ff He la evasive In denying what be had testified to, that "the spectrographic analysis 
made on the curbstone showed all that was possible." *ou helped him by switching to 
"quantitative figures" an 106. The question is of riM<w e elements. Of a possible 
12 the speotro recorded only 2. y easier even testified it it could have been a 
whselweight. But hay have saved it all with his testimony on 108," I would expect to 
find all that are within the range of an emission spectrographic examination." He tstlfied 
that as many as 12 are. This sheet shows only 2. The question was not as ha represents 
at the top of 107 1, "is it a bullet malcr." But if it were bis answer is not the 
same as reader's, that It oould have been a whselweight, u e says that the presence 

of "lead end antimony* alens show it could be a bullet mark. From this there la no 

purpose in any of tbs tests. They show nothing of an evidentiary value, as 'radar said. 

So where are the real reports? Or were there none because this destoryed tbs "solution?" 

109 His "tobacco-chewing" standard, he also calls it a principle, is evasive. The question 
on the H AA b of the paraffin oasts was not limited to comparing both but included 

what was juch more important, cheek residues. These relate to the firing of a rifle. 

113 I would ask Hlty about the possible significance of statistical dlferences in powder 

residues in empty shells. Hot in terms of the paraffin oasts but in terms of the origin 
of the shells. This Is what allagber avoided, ^e had to have a reason for avoiding 
it. I t h i nk it extremely unlikely that there waa a "state of ths art" limitation on 
thi. and I think he had an out from sky a oharge of lying in being able to oLaiia 
later that he waa still t alking about the casta, not the residues aa relating 

to ths origin of the shells or a comparison of these with other evidentiary shells. 
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